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February 19, 2003Magalie R, Salas

Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Islander East Pipeline Company
Docket Numbers: CPOl-384-OOO, CPOl-385-OOO, CPOl-386-OOO

Dear Ms. Salas:
I chair Branford's Blue Ribbon Committee which was established to study Islander East's natural

gas pipeline proposal. I am also a commissioner of Planning and Zoning and have a background in
marina design, construction and management .

I know you must be overwhelmed with emotional requests at this point. I also know that
according to some, because of the coastal consistency issue, your agency may have acted a bit
prematurely in issuing Islander East a certificate. Recognizing a standoff, I have a solution I would like
you to consider.

Understanding the Iroquois proposal of more than la years ago and knowing that the company
has planned the extension of their gas line to Eastern Long Island for that long, I was at first taken back
by Duke Energy's (Islander East LLC) attempt to jump in ahead of them. After all, Iroquois saw the
need, made the financial commitment and built the infrastructure to support it. Connecticut paid the
environmental costs and went through the learning curve. Iroquois has always said they were waiting
for the market to develop on Long Island. This is a rational argument one in fact supported by your
agency.

Two problems exist however: 1. There is a need that Duke Energy sees and Iroquois apparently
does not. The region needs gas and Iroquois should really have built their extension years ago.

2. Duke Energy, an energy provider responsible for much of this
country's infrastructure is in trouble financially but is willing to provide needed infrastructure. At the
same time we have a provider with the most logical route for getting gas to Eastern Long Island who
doesn't want to build it. It's probably not in the country's best interest to have Duke Energy fold but it's
probably not in the region's best interest environmentally to have Duke build their proposed pipeline.

Duke Energy's need for a profitable venture and the available Iroquois route seem a perfect
match. In fact Long Island's need issue is best addressed if Islander East were instructed by your
agency to build the Eastern Long Island Extension off of the existing Iroquois system. They could have
gas to the shores of Eastern Long Island in seventeen days from hook-up to the Iroquois system.
Iroquois could then upgrade their system as need and market developed.

It's a sensible plan, especially with the recant down-grading of Sable Island reserves since
Iroquois has a direct connection to Canada and their huge mainland reserves. Not only do both
companies benefit financially, Connecticut's environmental issues are eliminated. When you consider
that the proposed Islander East system can't handle pressures reguired by Long Island's power plants,
it becomes clear that without cooperating on the Iroquois alternative, Islander East (Duke) has no
chance of success or at least shouldn't.

Your agency has the authority to direct this and I'm told, the precedent as well. Please let me
know if you decide to pursue this, I'd be glad to assist if I could be of help. I do have a working
relationship with all the parties involved.

Respectfully,

John B. Lust jr.

Attachment: Joint Cooperation Proposal
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infrastructure, this plan offers the least environmental impact while allowing

\

ultimate capacity to be determined by prevailing market forces as the FERC

states it wishes,

The purpose of this communication is to compare the costs and benefits of

this alternative with the current Islander East proposal, not to second-guess the

FERC on how ownership and management of the new pipeline might be

structured. It could be a joint venture between Iroquois and Islander East, or

Islander East could own and operate the pipeline independently Having

Islander East involved in some way however, would help ensure a measure of

competition in the Long Island energy market. And, in fairness to Islander East,

their efforts to supply Long Island with natural gas would not be at a loss,

CONCEPT OF COOPERATION

That the proposed Iroquois Gas Transmission Company's ELI System

alternative be accepted as the means of supplying natural gas to Eastern Long

Island, but that Iroquois Gas Transmission Company control only its present

system and any upgrades on land in Connecticut that are necessary to meet

the market demand on Long Island,

That Islander East then build, own and be responsible for operating the

extension from offshore in Milford, across Long Island Sound to its' proposed

system on Long Island. Because Islander East LLC and the Iroquois Gas

Transmission Company are two competing companies, this relationship may

have to be directed by the FERC. However, under this arrangement Long Island

would get the gas it needs at the correct pressures in the shortest possible time
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Factors that favor the use of the Milford route:

1 The use of the single pipeline from off-shore Milford, CT, to Shoreham, NY,

minimizes impact to Long Island Sound by having a route across the Sound

that is approximately 5.5 miles (25%) shorter than the Islander East proposed

line and by reducing the length of shellfish bed crossed by more than 60%

(only 25% of one commercial fishing lease is impacted along it's entire route). It also

eliminates the mounding of tens of thousands of cubic yards of sediment in

a near-shore area. These mounds will be subject to massive erosion and

sediment distribution by waves generated in even moderate wind events,

leading to unnatural amounts of sediment dispersion onto Stony Creek

shellfish beds.

2. The Iroquois pipe is stronger then the proposed Islander line and according

to Iroquois engineers, has been tested to withstand "anchor drops" typical

of ocean going vessels.

3. The existing Iroquois upland system is a far safer system than that which

Islander East proposes to build. The Iroquois system is a class 3 system with a

greater wall strength then Islander's proposed system and additionally, it is

encased in concrete to ensure safety. It is also pressure tested to 2200 psi

A system of this type, according to Iroquois engineers, is generally

considered impenetrable. Islander East's system is not. Neither is the aging

Aigonquin system that Islander East proposes to tie into, The Iroquois system

ties into all the Northeast's gas infrastructure (including Algonquin's) but in

addition has a class three line running straight North into Canada
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